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1 . The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: in 
claim 17, line 13, the line improperly ends in a period, since claims should be in single 
sentence format. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

2. Claims 7,1 5,1 7,24,28,30,37,39,41 ,48,50,52,59,61 ,68 and 70 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly 
point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. 

In the cited claims, the language "own ship landing" is indefinite as to how it is 
determined when a ship is landing, or by what means or steps such determination is 
accomplished. 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1 -4,6,9-1 3,1 6-21 ,23,26,27,29-34,36,39-45,47,50-56,58,61 -65,67 

and 70 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gilbert et al. in 

view of Gralnick. 

Gilbert discloses a system for displaying aeronautical information comprising 
processing means (Fig. 2), display screen (Fig. 6), the display only displaying target 
aircraft above a minimum altitude threshold with respect to an own aircraft and below a 
maximum altitude threshold with respect to an own aircraft, and withholding display of 
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targets above or below such thresholds (col. 9, lines 20-30), except for specifically 
stating that a CPU receives and processes such target information for display 
determination. 

However, Gralnick discloses a well-known aircraft target display system wherein 
detected target information with respect to an own aircraft are processed and directed to 
a display through a TCAS computer (Fig. 3). 

It would have been obvious to use computer processing means as suggested by 
Gralnick to display desired targets with respect to an own aircraft in conjunction with a 
system as disclosed by Gilbert, in order that a large number of targets could have been 
processed and monitored in an efficient manner at low cost. 

Regarding claim 2, Gilbert teaches desirability of replacing altitude thresholds 
with new ones (col. 9, lines 20-30; Fig. 5). 

Regarding claim 3, Gilbert teaches using maximum and minimum altitude 
threshold of 2000 feet (col. 9, lines 20-30). 

Regarding claim 10, if own ship was on the ground, the 2000 foot threshold 
would have been with respect to the ground. 

Regarding claim 1 1 , since Gralnick teaches desirability of displaying altitude 
values of targets on a display (Fig. 2a), choosing to display altitude thresholds would 
have been obvious, in order that a pilot could have known what a threshold was without 
having to look away from a primary flight instrument to make such a determination, thus 
providing greater safety. 
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Regarding claim 13, filtering mode would have corresponded to what altitude 
threshold was selected. 

Regarding claim 16, targets would have been withheld as previously described 
for both a first altitude threshold mode, such as 1000 feet, and also for a second 
selected altitude threshold mode of 2000 feet. 

Regarding claim 17, switching to a landing situation would have still allowed for 
withholding of targets as previously described for first and second selected altitude 
thresholds. 

4. Claims 5,22,35,46,57 and 66 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Gilbert et al. in view of Gralnick and Harrah et al. 

Harrah discloses desirability of only displaying targets to an aircraft that are 
within a desired altitude band (col. 7, lines 24-42), wherein the altitude band is not 
adjustable by a user. 

It would have been obvious to use a non-adjustable default altitude threshold as 
suggested by Harrah in conjunction with a target display system as disclosed by the 
combined teachings of Gilbert and Gralnick, in order to allow an aircraft system to easily 
return to a basic threshold value after other phases of flight, so a pilot wouldn't have to 
constantly reset the system manually. 

5. Claims 7,15, 24,28,37,48,59,68 and 75-78 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Gilbert et al. in view of Gralnick and Funatsu. 
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Funatsu teaches desirability in an aircraft collision avoidance display system of 
reducing nuisance alerts when aircraft is landing (col. 5, lines 24-30), by resetting 
threshold altitudes to ignore targets at an airport. 

It would have been obvious to reset altitude thresholds to a default value when 
landing as suggested by Funatsu in a collision avoidance display system as disclosed 
by Gilbert and Gralnick, in order to avoid nuisance alerts due to targets on the ground. 

6. Claims 8,14,25,38,49,60 and 69 are objected to as being dependent upon 
a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including 
all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

7. Claims 71 -74 are allowed. 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Stocker, Clark, Horvath and Minter disclose aircraft target 
detection systems. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Brent A. Swarthout whose telephone number is 571- 
272-2979. The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th from 6:00 to 3:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Daniel Wu, can be reached on 571-272-2964. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
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Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 
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Primary Examiner 
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